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that may still lurk in the signification of the words used
to describe such arrangements as are proposed.

I think it will be found that the sense we have been
led to attach to the word neiitralization by our reasoning
from general principles, is the sense that it really bears
in practice, whenever wrhat would be universally regarded
as a true neutralization has been effected. Everybody
agrees that Switzerland and Belgium have been com-
pletely neutralized, the reason being that their permanent
neutrality is guaranteed, not by one or two states only,
but by all the Great Powers of Europe. No one doubts
that military doctors and military hospitals have been
efficaciously neutralized, because nearly all civilised states
have signed the Geneva Convention. But the statement
made in 1882 by M. de Lesseps, that the Suez Canal was
already neutralized, met with no acceptance, because the
so-called neutralization was effected by a declaration of
one power only. And in the same way the statement of
Mr Blaine that the Panama Canal, and indeed the whole
Isthmus of Panama, is already neutralized, cannot be
regarded as correct, since the neutrality of the district
in question is guaranteed by the United States only.
Their treaty of 1846 cannot take away the right of
France, or Italy, or any European power, to attack the
isthmus, if it should be at war with the Republic of
Colombia, of whose territory Panama forms a part. All
it can do is to pledge them to assist Colombia in repelling
the attack. Similarly the other single-handed or partial
guarantees of neutrality to which I have referred, amount
in practice to nothing more than treaties of defensive
alliance. They promise protection, they do not effect
neutralization. The status of neutrality cannot be per-
manently and efficaciously conferred unless all powers,